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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Julio Rodriguez-Fruitz pleaded guilty to one count of conspiracy to
distribute amphetamines, 21 U.S.C. § 846 (1994) (Count One), and
one count of illegal reentry of a removed alien felon, 8 U.S.C.A.
§§ 1326(a), (b)(2) (1999) (Count Three). He received a sixty-month
sentence on Count One and a concurrent, ninety-two-month sentence
on Count Three. Rodriguez-Fruitz now appeals his sentence. We
affirm.

Our review of the presentence report and the sentencing transcript
discloses no error. The probation officer correctly determined that
Rodriguez-Fruitz's total offense level was 23. Because he was a
career offender, his criminal history category was VI. See U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission Guidelines Manual § 4B1.1 (1998). The result-
ing guideline range was 92-115 months.

Contrary to Rodriguez-Fruitz's argument on appeal, he did not
receive a ninety-two-month sentence on Count One. Rather, the dis-
trict court clearly sentenced him to the statutory maximum of five
years (sixty months) for that offense. His concurrent, ninety-two-
month sentence was for his conviction on Count Three. To the extent
that Rodriguez-Fruitz claims that he should have been treated as a
career offender only on the drug charge, which was unrelated to con-
viction for the immigration offense, he is mistaken. The guidelines
plainly state that "[a] career offender's criminal history category in
every case shall be Category VI." USSG § 4B1.1 (emphasis added).

We accordingly affirm the sentence. We dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and legal contentions are adequately set forth
in the briefs and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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